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APPROVED: ____________________________ 
 Blair King, City Manager 

CITY OF LODI 
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION                             
 
TM 

 
AGENDA TITLE: Approve Response to San Joaquin County Grand Jury Report Regarding its 
   Investigation of the Request for Proposal Process Used by San Joaquin County  
   Emergency Medical Services. 
 
MEETING DATE: November 21, 2007 
 
PREPARED BY: City Attorney’s Office          
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approve response to the San Joaquin County Grand Jury Report 

Regarding its Investigation of the Request for Proposal Process 
Used by San Joaquin County Emergency Medical Services. 

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: The 2005/2006 Grand Jury investigated a complaint concerning the 

Request for Proposal process used in awarding the ambulance and 
dispatch contract by the San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors  

to American Medical Response (AMR), as well as formal complaints alleging serious dispatch failures by 
AMR that affected the response and provision of emergency medical services to the residents of San 
Joaquin County.  The Grand Jury issued its Final Report on June 12, 2007 (Case No. 10-06) and 
requested that the Lodi City Council (in addition to Councils for the cities of Stockton and Manteca) 
respond to various findings and recommendations made by the Grand Jury.  
 
The City initially responded to the Grand Jury by indicating that a settlement with San Joaquin County 
over the dispatch of 911-calls was imminent and that a resolution of the litigation would resolve the 
concerns raised in the Grand Jury’s Report.  Unfortunately, although it appears the City of Lodi may be 
able to resolve its disputes with the County, negotiations between the City of Stockton and the County 
have broken-down and the pending litigation is now going forward.  In light of the current status of 
matters, it is necessary to respond to each of the findings made by the Grand Jury and to address 
implementation of the Grand Jury’s recommendations.  A copy of the proposed response is attached. 
             
FISCAL IMPACT: None.   
       
 
      __________________________________ 
                          Janice D. Magdich, Deputy City Attorney 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
 Grand Jury Case No. 10-06 Final Report 
 Draft Response to Grand Jury Findings and Recommendations 
 
 
 
cc: Mike Pretz, Fire Chief 
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CITY OF LODI 
CITY COUNCIL MEMORANDUM 
 

TM 

 
  
TO: The Honorable Richard J. Guiliani 
 Presiding Judge, San Joaquin County 
 
FROM: City Council of the City of Lodi 
 
DATE: November 21, 2007  
 
SUBJECT: Response to Grand Jury Final Report (Case No. 10-06) 
 San Joaquin County Medical Services  
 
 
  
Pursuant to Penal Code sections 933(c) and 933.05, the City of Lodi’s comments to the findings and 
recommendations of the San Joaquin County Grand Jury Final Report (Case No. 10-06), are set forth 
below.  As noted, the City of Lodi respectfully disagrees with the findings of the Grand Jury and with the 
exception of continuing its efforts to resolve the pending litigation with San Joaquin County, contends that 
it is not in the best interest of the safety of the citizens of the City of Lodi to implement Grand Jury 
recommendations 1 and 2.  The City believes public safety is best preserved by public, not-for-profit 
Public Safety Answering Points (PSAPS). 
 
 
Finding No. 1. 
  
City disagrees with this finding. 
 
The finding states in part, that the dispatch process of 9-1-1 calls is the same under the contract between 
the County and American Medical Response (AMR) as it was as prior to May 1, 2006, and as a 
consequence dispatch times and service should be compatible.  This assumption is incorrect. 
 
First, at the time of the directive by County EMS concerning the dispatch of medical emergency calls 
became effective (May 1, 2006), the CAD to CAD interlink between the Stockton Fire Department (SFD) 
dispatch center and AMR’s LifeCom dispatch center was not in place.  As a result, response times for 
ambulance and paramedic services were unnecessarily delayed. It was not until November 2006 that the 
CAD to CAD system became operable (7-months after LifeCom dispatching under its contract with the 
County).  It is City’s position that no change in dispatch protocol should have been ordered by County 
until LifeCom’s CAD system was in place and operational. 
 
In addition, EMS Policy No. 3001 (Guidelines for EMS Call Screening by Primary Public Safety 
Answering Points) which was adopted by County EMS without input from public safety agencies within 
the County, created changes in dispatch protocols that have also resulted in response time delays by 
emergency personnel. 
 
 
 

 



Finding No. 2.  
  
City disagrees with a portion of this finding. 
 
City concurs with the Grand Jury’s finding that the CAD to CAD system was set-up to transfer medical 
information, not fire information, and that as a result cellular calls (transferred directly from CHP to 
LifeCom) have not only been delayed, but critical information is now unavailable to SFD dispatchers to 
relay to fire personnel.  The inability to obtain this critical information is the direct result of changes 
instituted by County EMS and has led to CHP’s inability to timely transfer fire and emergency calls and 
allow the 9-1-1 caller to speak directly with an SFD dispatcher. 
 
Finding No. 3:   
 
City disagrees with a portion of this finding. 
 
The Grand Jury states that it has determined there are few dispatch failures by AMR which are affecting 
the response and provision of emergency medical services and minimizes the failures that have occurred 
by noting that similar problems occurred in the 1990’s when SFD began dispatching.  However, the 
Grand Jury failed to note the distinction between the technology available today and what was available 
15-years ago, by way of example, Geographic Information Systems (GIS) did not exist.  This finding, 
while noting that the CAD-to-CAD system is now in place does not address why LifeCom was permitted 
to dispatch for over 7-months without an operational CAD to CAD system in place and without current 
GIS data.  In addition, the finding does not recognize that LifeCom is handling only 30% of the call 
volume that had been handled by the SFD dispatch center prior to the implementation of EMS Policy No. 
3001. 
 
Finding No. 4:  
 
City disagrees with this finding. 
  
LifeCom’s dispatchers were trained by the SJRUG members who have now concluded that LifeCom’s 
dispatch delays are not inconsistent with cellular calls coming into the system.  Nevertheless, delays in 
calls received by LifeCom are not acceptable to the agencies outside the SJRUG.  Moreover, using the 
“average”, which is a measure of central tendency, as an overall indicator for performance is an 
inadequate measure of performance.  The deviations from the “average” can be significant and are the 
source of complaints from those users not currently under contract with LifeCom.  City contends that 
LifeCom and the SJRUG should use fractal measurements and a 90th percentile criterion, not the 50th 
percentile currently in use, to evaluate the length of time required to dispatch emergency responders. 
 
Finding No. 5: 
  
City disagrees with a portion of this finding. 
 
Notwithstanding the finding of the Grand Jury on this issue, it must be noted that at the time of the 
directive of County EMS to PSAPS regarding the transfer of 9-1-1 medical emergency calls to LifeCom 
(effective May 1, 2007), LifeCom did not possess the necessary Geographic Information System (GIS) 
necessary to locate the caller or direct appropriate responders to the caller’s location.  In at least one 
incident LifeCom’s system inadequacies resulted in a fatality.  LifeCom did not have up-to-date GIS in 
place until some 7-months after the County EMS directive on the transfer of medical emergency calls. 
 
Finding No. 6:    
  
City disagrees with a portion of this finding. 
 
  
Finding No. 6, cont. 



 
The City of Lodi’s contractual obligations with the City of Stockton required that the City provide Stockton 
with a 1-year notice prior to termination.  County EMS Policy No. 3001, effective May 1, 2006, did not 
provide City with sufficient notice for City to terminate its contract with the City of Stockton.  City would 
have been put in the untenable situation of being in breach of its contractual obligations with Stockton 
had it chosen to follow the EMS policy.    
 
Further, City made a decision, based on its authority under the Warren 9-1-1 Act, to maintain its fire and 
medical emergency dispatch with SFD because it continued to provide an efficient, effective and 
economical means of providing emergency response services to the citizens of the City of Lodi.  It should 
also be noted that a fire based EMS dispatch system recommended by the County Fire Chiefs 
Association is used by over 97% of the largest 200 cities in the United States.  City is unaware of any 
other EMS dispatch system that relies on a private out-of-county contractor to handle 9-1-1 calls. 
 
County’s action in the implementation of Policy No. 3001 violated the Emergency Medical Services Act 
(EMS Act), the Warren 9-1-1 Act and the 1985 9-1-1 Agreement entered into among the County and the 
cities and public safety agencies (the primary PSAPS) in the County.  In addition, decisions regarding 
who provides medical 9-1-1 secondary PSAP service is for the City to determine, not the County.  
However, County EMS can assume medical control over the clinical methods of the dispatch system, but 
under the Acts does not have the authority to direct who serves as a secondary PSAP for the cities and 
public safety agencies within its jurisdiction. 
 
It is also City’s position, contrary to this particular finding of the Grand Jury, that any unusual occurrence 
reports that have been submitted by the City of Lodi since May 1, 2006, were submitted for legitimate 
reasons and accurately reflected the occurrences at issue; such reports were not submitted with the 
intent to exaggerate problems and response time delays, nor were they submitted in response to AMR’s 
breach of its agreement with the cities of Lodi, Stockton and Manteca concerning the submittal of a joint 
RFP to the County concerning ambulance services within the county. 
 
Finding No. 7.  
 
City agrees with this finding.  
  
As noted by the Grand Jury in its finding, there is tension between the statutes at issue, namely the 
Warren 9-1-1 Act and the Emergency Medical Services Act which the parties seek to resolve in the 
pending litigation as discussed above in response to Finding No. 6. 
 
Finding No. 8. 
  
City disagrees with a portion of this finding. 
 
In this finding the Grand Jury invalidates charges concerning dispatch failures by LifeCom.  City is 
unaware of the specifics of all charges made against AMR/LifeCom by SFD or others concerning 
dispatch failures; however, City is aware of published reports of several significant failures by LifeCom to 
dispatch emergency medical personnel to correct locations and that in at least one instance, such failure 
resulted in an individual dying before emergency medical personnel arrived on scene.  Because the City 
contracts with SFD to dispatch fire and medical emergency calls within its jurisdiction, City contends that 
the proper parties to address the specifics points raised in the finding would be the complaining parties 
themselves. 
 
 
 
Finding No. 9. 
  
City disagrees with a portion of this finding. 
 



They City agrees that delays in transferring care from ambulances to emergency rooms poses a threat to 
residents and visitors of the County and has become an issue on a national level. However, it is City’s 
contention that County EMS has exacerbated the problem by entering into an exclusive operating 
contract with AMR for dispatch and ambulance transport.  In addition to delays in transferring care in the 
emergency rooms; calls originating from convalescent care facilities requesting patient transfers to 
hospitals have on at least two separate occasions resulted in delays for service, when AMR has had to 
use multiple ambulances to provide care and transport services.  On both occasions, the patient was 
found to be suffering a medical emergency which required additional ambulances without the benefit of 
personnel supplied by the fire department. This utilization of multiple ambulances resulted in the 
reduction of emergency medical vehicles available to service the City’s coverage area. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted. 
 






















